Governs?)2 and critical efforts to identify those writings with an "elite theory of democracy" are reconsidered. Second, Dahl's After the Revolution? 3 and its reception by these same critics is likewise reconsidered. Finally, the most recent development in Dahl's theory of polyarchal democracy, his theory of "procedural democracy," is examined critically.
I. Polyarchy Versus Participation-A Preface to Democratic Theory and

Other Early Writings Dahl's A Preface to Democratic Theory is an effort to identify the cen-
tral deficiencies of what he takes to be the two major traditions of "classical" democratic theory, the "Madisonian" and the "Populist," and to substitute his more coherent and realistic theory of polyarchal democracy. It stands as a classical expression of contemporary "democratic revisionism." In the Preface, Dahl identifies two major ways of theorizing about politics, his "method of maximization" and his "descriptive method." The method of maximization prescribes a goal to be maximized-democracy for example-and the political and socioeconomic institutions and practices necessary and sufficient to maximize attainment of that goal. The descriptive method considers as a single class of phenomena all those political systems and social organizations called (for example) democratic in everyday language and then discovers, first, their common distinguishing characteristics and, second, the necessary and sufficient conditions for polities and social organizations possessing those characteristics.
Dahl begins by employing his method of maximization. He extracts from "populist" theory three characteristics of democracy that might be made operationally meaningful: (1) popular sovereignty, (2) political equality, and (3) majority rule.4 He then specifies eight stringent conditions that would be necessary and sufficient to maximize attainment of these objectives in the real world.5 Together, these eight observable conditions provide an operational definition of democracy.
Dahl is quick to add that maximum realization of these eight conditions is a utopian objective-"unattained" and "quite probably unattainable" in the real world.6 But this is not, for Dahl, cause for following Mosca and other elite theorists in denying the possibility of democratic rule.7 What is required instead is a shift from the maximizing to the descriptive mode, reinterpreting these eight conditions as ends of continua against which real-world achievement can be measured. We may then establish some minimum threshold of meaningful democratic achievement. Polities and social organizations at or above this threshold Dahl labels "polyarchies." The question then becomes: "What are the necessary and sufficient conditions in the real world for the existence of these eight conditions, to at least the minimum degree we have agreed to call 'polyarchy'?" 8 In his discussion of the "American hybrid" system of government, Dahl argues that elections combined with continuous political competition between individuals or parties or both are the two critical methods of social control distinguishing polyarchal democracy from dictatorship. Neither leads to the majority rule demanded by maximizing modes of democratic theory, but taken together they do nevertheless promote popular sovereignty and political equality by increasing the "size, number, and variety of minorities whose preferences must be taken into account by leaders." It is here, Dahl argues, that we find the key contrast between polyarchal democracy and dictatorship, which "is not discoverable in the clear-cut distinction between government by a majority and government by a minority [but] between government by a minority and government by minorities." Polyarchy is neither pure majority rule nor unified minority rule. It is an open, competitive, and pluralistic system of "minorities rule." 9 Popular participation plays only a peripheral role in Dahl's early democratic theory. "Classical" theories, he argues, were "demonstrably invalid" in their emphasis on "total" citizen participation: "What we call 'democracy'-that is, a system of decision-making in which leaders are more or less responsive to the preferences of nonleaders-does seem to operate with a relatively low level of citizen participation. Hence it is inaccurate to say that one of the necessary conditions for 'democracy' is extensive citizen participation."
10 Polyarchy ("what we call 'democracy' ") insures this responsiveness less by extensive mass participation than by ceaseless bargaining and negotiation between organized minorities "operating within the context of an apathetic majority." 1 It is, in other words, the competitive and electoral variant of Mosca's elite principle. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that Dahl's theory of polyarchy has been persistently criticized as an "elite theory of democracy." Critics charge that Dahl has covertly transferred to existing "polyarchies," despite their patently oligarchical elements, the full commendatory force hitherto attaching to the phrase "democracy"-thereby supplanting the stronger sense of the latter as a constructive or reconstructive political ideal. The result is a thinly veiled apology for the elite domination and mass apathy that suffuse the politics of Western liberal democracies.l2
Dahl has strenuously resisted these criticisms, and at a minimum we should proceed with caution here. Dahl's concept of polyarchy seems less vulnerable to criticism than, for example, Schumpeter's version of democratic revisionism in Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. Schumpeter radically transfigures the meaning of democracy by the tout court substitution of one definition ("that institutional arrangement... which realizes the common good by making the people itself decide issues through the election of individuals who are to assemble in order to carry out its will") for another ("that institutional arrangement... in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people's vote").l3 That is, "democracy" simply be- comes "polyarchy" in Dahl's sense-thus at best depriving the concept of much of its force as a political ideal, and at worst transforming it (as redefined) into a deeply conservative political creed.
On the surface, Dahl's approach is considerably more sophisticated and defensible. Dahl continues to insist that "rule by the people" (popular sovereignty and political equality) is essential for democracy. He merely argues that we must extend the nature and range of circumstances said to constitute a genuine, if minimal, case of political equality and popular sovereignty by dropping such traditional requirements as majority rule or extensive citizen participation as necessary conditions. It is now a necessary (though not sufficient) condition of its being labelled a polyarchal democracy that a regime or social organization possess simply the attribute of elite competition for the support of an otherwise apathetic mass at periodic free elections. And, clearly, to relax in this way the minimum conditions for the predication of the term does not necessarily preclude the definition of democracy in its stronger sense as a political ideal.
Dahl believes that he has maintained this distinction, insisting that the Preface contains both (a) an empirical theory which establishes democracy-now polyarchy-as an actual class of real world political and social systems (following his descriptive method), and (b) a normative theory which preserves democracy in its stronger sense as a political ideal (following his method of maximization). He has complained that his critics have ignored the explicitly normative component of the theory, which prescribes fuller realization of his eight conditions, while at the same time treating the empirical component as if it were normative and prescriptive.14 Here, however, the critics are substantially correct, though not always for the right reasons. Despite its pretensions to value-neutrality, Dahl's concept of polyarchy, especially as applied to the "American hybrid" in the concluding chapter of the Preface, contains an obvious (and well-known) note of approval. Dahl insists there that he has not "attempted to determine in these pages whether it is a desirable system of government nor shall I try to so do now." But he then repeats for the third time that the American polity provides a "high probability that any active and legitimate group will make itself heard effectively at some stage in the process of decision," which is "no mean thing" in a political system, and that it is a "relatively efficient system for reinforcing agreement, encouraging moderation, and maintaining social peace," which is mulate a stronger, more participatory theory of polyarchal democracy will be argued more fully below.) Dahl departs from Aristotle in presenting his version of politeia as second-best relative not to natural monarchy or aristocracy, but to the democratic ideals of political equality and popular sovereignty. Thus the following dilemma:
For those who do not want to yield up the marvelous Utopian objective that animated the Declaration of Independence and the Gettysburg address, Aristotle's words will scarcely give complete comfort. Unless we abandon the ideal of political equality, and with it the American Dream, I do not see how we can live comfortably with the inequalities of power and political resources that we find around us. Can anyone who holds democratic beliefs remain satisfied with the American political system simply because it is not an oligarchy? 18 Yet, against these democratic sentiments, Dahl's Preface does in the end imply that we should, indeed, refrain from calling for substantially fuller democratization of polyarchy because it is already-not unlike Aristotle's politeia-the best available alternative.
The truly salient choice, we have already seen Dahl imply, is between dictatorship and polyarchal democracy, between monolithic and pluralistic forms of elite rule, between minority and minorities rule. A third conceivable alternative-significantly fuller democratization of existing polyarchies-is thus by this presentation of the available alternatives implicitly ruled out as a feasible and/or desirable alternative.
To understand why this is the case, we must consider two of the social preconditions of polyarchal rule. Among other things, polyarchy requires (a) consensus on the eight conditions, reformulated as norms or rules of the game, and (b) political activity.19 Unfortunately, above a certain threshold these two goals may be in tension. A minimum level of political activity or citizen participation is one necessary condition of polyarchy. But we must, Dahl argues, face the disconcerting possibility that increases in mass participation above and beyond this level will have the effect of eroding consensus on the norms, thereby counterproductively undermining the stability of polyarchy and threatening its replacement with totalitarian dictorship. If true, this effectively reduces the available alternatives from three-dictatorship, polyarchy, and stronger democracy-to two-dictatorship and polyarchy. But why would increased participation destabilize polyarchy in this way? Here Dahl strikes a familiar chord: because of the illiberal and antidemocratic attitudes of the ordinary citizen. "Current evidence suggests that in the United States the lower one's socioeconomic class, the more authoritarian one's predispositions and the less active one is likely to be. Thus if an increase in political activity brings the authoritarianminded into the political arena," we must expect that, "after some lag, polyarchy... would decline." 20 The implication is clear: we must somehow protect polyarch from the demos.
This protection is to be found in the theory and practice of elite consensus. Empirical evidence, Dahl argues, suggests that support for the norms of polyarchy is strongest among the minority of political activists in society, just as it is weakest among the ignorant and inactive majority. Democratic values survive because their outnumbered supporters are actively united in intense opposition to the authoritarian impulses, fortunately less intense, of the inert and inarticulate many, who in turn normally defer to this elite in the exercise of political judgment. Because they are politically apathetic, the authoritarian-minded accept rules and procedures that they do not (except perhaps in the abstract) support.21 Thus, to put the matter bluntly, consensus is best preserved by holding mass political activity to a minimum.
But why rely upon elite consensus combined with mass passivity to preserve the stability of polyarchy? Why not instead seek increased mass political activity coupled with enhanced political education, flowing in part from the experience of this activity-especially since "social training in the norms" is already one of the conditions of polyarchy?
If Dahl in his early writings clearly rejects this approach for fear of its potentially authoritarian consequences, there is a second and equally important factor at work. Dahl attaches little or no positive value to participation above and beyond the minimum level necessary to sustain polyarchy not merely because he sees it as dangerous, but also because his earlier work rests upon a moral psychology that conceives of human beings as essentially apolitical creatures.
Dahl is admirably explicit. The "ancient myth about the concern of citizens with the life of the polis" notwithstanding, most individuals most of the time find it natural to seek their primary gratifications in the activities of private life. when the actions or inactions of government impinge upon his private goals. He may then involve himself on a temporary basis, but when the danger has receded, he will revert to his apolitical state. Of course, some individuals (homo politicus) do come to find in political activity a powerful source of primary gratification. But they form the elite exceptions, not the majority rule.
Thus for Dahl, in explicit opposition to the classic Aristotelian formulation, man (homo civicus) is simply "not by nature a political animal" 23-either actually or, more fundamentally, in potentia. For Dahl, there resides beneath the actual (empirically-observed), apolitical inclinations of human nature no potential for the fulfillment of essentially human wants, needs, or purposes in and through the life of the political community; and hence we find little or no recognition of any possibility, for more than an elite few, of rational and moral self-development or growth through that life. (Nor do we find at this point any truly systematic discussion of what is clearly suggested by Dahl's own empirical evidence-that homo civicus differs from homo politicus not "by nature," but largely by brute force of socioeconomic circumstance.)
This theory of human nature in politics clearly influences Dahl's statement of the democratic ideal. Democracy and polyarchy are now both purely instrumental devices for maximizing the satisfaction of prior, private wants-nothing more. Even at their utopian outer reaches, pure and perfect political equality and popular sovereigny are seen exclusively as instrumental means for insuring the responsiveness of government to the policy preferences of individuals.24 Democratic participation is, likewise, purely an instrument for enforcing this accountability. The Aristotelian vision of participation in a common life as a civilizing process of moral and rational education-implicit or explict in many earlier versions of "classical" democratic theory-is simply read off the theoretical map.
The consequence is clear: participation is to be evaluated according to criteria of economic rationality. In principle, the minimal participatory time and effort sufficient to secure optimal policy results is ideal. In practice, polyarchy is already a reasonably stable and efficient wantsatisfaction device. Therefore the marginal utility of increments in participation above and beyond the minimum threshold distinguishing polyarchy from oligarchy drop rapidly, for they must be traded-off against the privatistic values of homo civicus: "Political equality and popular 23 Dahl's Preface to Democratic Theory thus rests upon a political sociology and moral psychology that tacitly commends polyarchy as the best available alternative. Despite Dahl's subsequent insistence that his eight conditions can and should be read as a call for fuller democratization of existing polyarchies, the Preface and his other earlier writings assign no urgency to this goal, and in fact strongly imply the opposite conclusion. Efforts to overcome the elite domination and mass apathy that pervade polyarchy are shown to be at worst dangerous and potentially counterproductive, and at best a pointless drain on time and energy better spent, for the vast majority of individuals, in the pursuit of other values. The pursuit of political equality and popular sovereignty above and beyond that necessary but also sufficient level already embodied in polyarchy would very quickly threaten the stability of the system and invade the sanctity of those private values that constitute the primary goals of human nature. Significantly fuller actualization of these democratic objectives thus stands exposed as unattainable, or attainable only at the unacceptable cost of frustrating essential human wants, needs, and purposes. The normative theory of democracy thus merges with the empirical theory of polyarchy. And polyarchy, which is at least "not an oligarchy," is thereby indicated as the optimal-and by default ideal-political system.
II. Polyarchy and Participation-After the Revolution?
The subsequent evolution of Dahl's democratic theory-beginning in the late 1960's and continuing into his own most recent work-appears to break in several important respects with the less-than-fully-democratic emphasis of the earlier theory of polyarchy. Yet just as Dahl has sought to de-emphasize this apparent discontinuity by reading some of his present concerns back into the Preface and his other earlier works, so conversely have many of his critics affirmed the essential continuity of Dahl's vision of polyarchal democracy by insisting that the fundamental philosophical perspective of the earlier theory has been preserved intact in these later writings. This point can best be illustrated by an examination of After the Revolution? and its reception by the critics. Employing these three basic criteria for authority, Dahl evaluates alternative forms of democracy. There is, he argues, no "One Best Form." Taking into account costs and benefits, we find that one form (say, primary democracy) is optimum according to the three criteria under some circumstances, whereas another (representative democracy) is clearly preferable under others. Nonetheless, in sharp contrast to his earlier work, Dahl evinces a consistent prima facie preference for smaller, more participatory democratic forms. He is now concerned with a loss in human control over an increasingly leviathan-like political and social universe, and a loss of human scale in political and social life. Finding in "Rousseau's vision of the small democracy a conception of human dimensions that we should not lose sight of," Dahl now prescribes a program for participatory democracy in economic and political life designed to reappropriate a reified social and political universe grown "like Kafka's Castle-vast, remote, inaccessible." 28 Dahl focuses first upon the socioeconomic institutions of moder corporate capitalism-the "Corporate Leviathan." He now explicitly concedes a point stressed by several of his critics, namely, the applicability of his own broad, behavioral definition of the political ("any persistent pattern of human relationships that involves, to a significant extent, power, rule, or authority") not merely to the state but also to the moder corporation.29 The appropriation of public authority by private rulers, Dahl argues, exposes those rulers to the logic of democratic accountability via the Principle of Affected Interest. And he suggests that this accountability should be enforced not merely through external economic and political controls, but also through efforts to democratize the firm internally-that is, through some form of industrial democracy.
Industrial democracy can in turn take one of at least two possible forms. The first is "interest group management," which involves the representation of various affected interests upon boards of directors-in essence, polyarchy transposed to the industrial sphere. Dahl rejects this solution in favor of the second-full "social self-management" (in something like the Yugoslavian sense), or industrial democracy in a participatory rather than purely polyarchal mode. Like bureaucratic socialism, "interest group management does very little to democratize the internal environment of an enterprise. Instead it would convert the firm into a system of rather remote delegated authority." "Social selfmanagement," by contrast, would go much further in the direction of reducing the worker's sense of individual powerlessness, and is for that reason preferable to both interest group management and bureaucratic socialism.30
Dahl applies much the same logic to the democratization of public authority. Democratic citizenship, he argues, would be thoroughly debased by restricting it to purely industrial citizenship, because the work-place is not as important as the state and with increasing leisure it may grow less so. To accept as a focus for self-government a type of unit that is and must be concerned with only a small part of the range of collective concerns would be to trivialize the democratic idea. I find it hard to believe that man's aspiration toward rational control over his environment by joint action with his fellow man will ever be satisfied by democratizing the production of aspirin, cars, and television sets. In both Dahl's earlier and later political science, he normally implies that there are no qualitative discontinuities between the state, on one side, and socioeconomic institutions on the other-both embodying, in varying degrees, "political" relations of power, rule, and authority. The difference between the two are seen exclusively as quantitative questions of degree-with the state in particular, given its monopoly of the use of legitimate force in a territorial area, being particularly crucial, from the perspective of democratic accountability, only because it is crucially consequential. In the above passage, however, he implies that there are some qualitative discontinuities, distinctions of kind as well as degree, between the state and other socioeconomic institutions-the former being concerned with society-wide questions of the common good or public interest, the latter with particular concerns. Now it seems perfectly consistent to maintain that such qualitative differences do exist, but that nevertheless both kinds of institu-But the "Democratic Leviathan," as Dahl now labels polyarchy, is increasingly unable to satisfy this human aspiration. It is afflicted by an "irreparable flaw"-the remoteness of the national government from the everyday life of the citizen, limiting its ability to engage his or her energy and attention. Hence the need to construct units and forms of public citizenship which mitigate this flaw. Dahl focuses his attention upon three possibilities: participation by lot, neighborhood government, and the city of intermediate size. In each instance the purpose is to enhance the quantity and quality of direct citizen participation in political life by democratizing more fully the remote, representative forms of polyarchy.32
After the Revolution? thus emphasizes much more strongly than the Preface and Dahl's earlier writings the feasibility and desirability of greater political equality and popular sovereignty within polyarchy.33 Moreover, polyarchy itself is no longer conceived purely in terms of citizen control over accountable institutions of representative government (that is, the responsiveness of the latter to the preference of the former). There is now in Dahl's account a much stronger emphasis upon the value of direct citizen participation in political and economic life. He is offering a theory which in its specific policy prescriptions is closer to the vision of participatory democracy articulated by several of his critics than it is to his own earlier vision of polyarchal democracy.34
This revised theory embodies formidable strengths. Critics have often, and correctly, charged that in focusing exclusively upon the purely instrumental or protective purposes of social and political institutions, "elite" or "revisionist" democrats such as Schumpeter and (early Yet it is not clear that Dahl can straightforwardly derive the strong principle of equal participation that he now purports to favor from his own three criteria for authority. Many of Dahl's critics have held that while his recent work assigns a higher value to participation, he still sees that participation solely as an instrumental device or economic cost incurred for the satisfaction of antecedently-given wants and the protection of subjectively-determined interests, neglecting its effects on the moral and intellectual development of citizens as social and political agents. As Bachrach writes, "Dahl fails to conceive of political participation two-dimensionally: as an instrumentality to gain end results and as a process that affords the opportunity to gain a greater sense of purpose and pride and a greater awareness of community." 38 In short, it is charged, Dahl remains wedded to an impoverished theoretical perspective-one that depicts human nature (homo civicus) as essentially egoistic and privatistic, and that perceives democratic politics and participation as likewise essentially instrumental.
These criticisms are accurate-at least on their face. But it is not altogether certain that Dahl has succeeded fully in saying what he means. For there is some reason to believe that Dahl's prescriptions for increased participation are not fully compatible with his own criteria for authority. And the latent contradiction is an instructive one.
According to Dahl's Criterion of Personal Choice, participation is a means of satisfying antecedently-given wants and protecting subjectivelydetermined interests. Yet Dahl seeks to increase participation even where there is, on his own account, little or no overt demand for it. He recognizes this inconsistency in his discussion of industrial democracy, conceding that "problems may arise because of the possibility that many workers do not wish to participate in the government of the firm." 39 The affluent worker, he argues, tends to be consumption-oriented, acquisitive, and privatistic, with little or no aspiration to participation in the government of the enterprise (or the state). The impetus for industrial democracy may in fact come from white-collar employees, technicians, and executives. But Dahl anticipates that the extension of opportunities for participation will gradually stimulate a recognition of its value on the part of those originally indifferent to it, altering the content of manifest wants by revealing hitherto latent interests: "If a significant number of employees... were to discover that participation in the affairs of the enterprise contributed to their own sense of competence and helped them to control an important part of their daily lives, then lassitude and indifference toward participation might change into interest and concern." 40 Now this argument, to be sure, is in itself still compatible with Dahl's essentially instrumental view of participation: the experience of participation is educative, it might be said, but only in the sense that it teaches individuals to value it as a device for satisfying more fully the purely private, apolitical wants of homo civicus. To this degree, Dahl's arguments can be seen as entirely consistent. However, other aspects of his argument suggest that Dahl, imprisoned by his own earlier categories, is nevertheless attempting to articulate a view of participation that is "two-dimensional" in precisely Bachrach's sense, and to that degree his new view is in some tension with those categories.
We have seen that Dahl's criteria for authority suggest, first, that participation must defer to competence wherever the latter will enhance the efficiency with which wants are satisfied, and, second, that we should economize upon time and effort wherever possible. But Dahl's program for industrial democracy seems to fly in the face of these injunctions. He explicitly argues that in trading off competence against participation, we should be willing to accept a (modest) decline in productivity as the price of increased participation.41 If, however, participation is purely an instrument of personal choice (understood as efficient and economical policy), then a trade-off of this nature would be doubly irrational, since it would increase time and effort in order to detract from the efficiency with which wants could be satisfied. Now it could, of course, be argued that such a trade-off is necessary to insure that policy, however technically competent and economical, in fact conforms to the personal choices of affected interests. But the point is that Dahl now seems willing to increase participation at the expense of competence and economy even above this want-satisfaction, interestprotection threshold. This can be seen most clearly in his preference for self-management over interest-group management (and, a fortiori, bureaucratic socialism). For by transposing the principles of polyarchy to the government of the firm, interest-group management would, by comparison with self-management, appear to offer large gains in competence and economy in return for (at worst) a marginal loss in the satisfaction of personal choice. The same can be said of Dahl's prima facie preference for direct over representative forms in the politics of the state. In both instances, competence and economy would seem to demand not the extension of direct participation but rather its reduction through the use, wherever possible, of representative forms, which could (optimally at least) protect personal choice while at the same time maximizing the efficiency and minimizing the effort with which affected interests are protected.
Again, it might be argued that Dahl's newly revised preference for participatory forms is still formally compatible with a personal choice criterion which straightforwardly satisfies wants-such a criterion now understood, however, not simply as just and efficient policy, but also as the reduction of a felt sense of individual powerlessness. But it is far from clear that Dahl would automatically withdraw his proposals for a participatory economy and polity if it could be demonstrated that the costs to personal choice in this second (and secondary) sense would be outweighed by the benefits to personal choice in the first (and primary) sense of more competent and economical policy alone. Indeed, the markedly participatory tone and tenor of After the Revolution? suggest strongly that he would not. Unfortunately, the issue is never raised.
This prima facie tension between a strong principle of equal participation (explicitly derived from personal choice) and the potentially anti-participatory imperatives of competence and economy can be resolved only if Dahl does now have a second "dimension" in his justification for participation, one having to do with the process of political education and personal self-development by which homo politicus is born. And, indeed, Dahl does now speak (though only occasionally) of "the moral and psychological validity" of the Rousseauean vision,42 at one point justifying some sacrifice of competence and economy to participation solely for the value we "attach to democratic participation and control, as good both intrinsically and in their consequences for human self-development and human satisfaction, quite independently of other outputs." 43
In the end, it is hard to see how Dahl's new program can be fully justified except in terms which are at odds with the theoretical language that he more usually employs in its justification. Either Dahl's revisions in his concept of polyarchy do rest upon a fundamental but as yet unacknowledged shift in his underlying normative vision of how human beings can and should order their lives as social and political agents, or the prescriptions in After the Revolution? for maximum feasible participatory democracy in economics and polity are at best theoretically unstable and at worst incoherent. The issue, again, has not been addressed.
III. "Procedural Democracy"-or "Meritocracy"?
The tensions that afflict After the Revolution? have continued to plague Dahl's most recent essays upon the idea of "procedural democracy," which is properly understood as the latest version of his evolving theory of polyarchal democracy. Most importantly, for our purposes, they render ambiguous his now explicit attempt to incorporate a requirement of "enlightened understanding" into his democratic theory.
A polity (or social organization), Dahl now argues, is "procedurally democratic" in a weak or minimal sense-that is, in relation to its own demos and the agenda that it controls-if, and only if, it satisfies three criteria. The first two are familiar extensions of the earlier theory of polyarchy: first, "political equality" (including its socioeconomic prerequisites), and, second, "effective participation" (or, roughly, popular sovereignty). But Dahl now explicitly incorporates a third requirement: "the criterion of enlightened understanding. Why is this additional criterion necessary? The classic antidemocratic argument, Dahl suggests, is that one or a few of wisdom and virtue are more competent to determine the ends and means of political life than the many or demos. Some minimal assumption of roughly equal competence (of a given demos) to determine the basic ends and means of political life must hold for democracy to be a desirable form of rule; thus this many or demos must be enlightened, "at least to some degree." And, hence, alternative procedures for making decisions "ought to be evaluated according to the opportunities they furnish citizens for acquiring an understanding of means and ends, and of oneself and other relevant selves." 45 What Dahl has still failed to supply, however, is an adequate account of the underlying point or purpose of becoming politically enlightened in this way. Is "enlightened understanding" still purely a means for more fully satisfying the private preferences of homo civicus? Or is it desirable, "both intrinsically and in [its] consequences for human development, quite independently of other outputs"-that is, as an integral ingredient of a fully human life, the life of homo politicus? Dahl does not say.
If the former is the case, however, Dahl's criterion of enlightened understanding, like the principle of participation to which it is linked, is theoretically unstable-constantly in danger of eclipse by the potentially contradictory imperatives of competence and economy. As between two ,iternative decision-making procedures, the gains in "enlightened understanding" (and hence relatively more equal competence) offered by one, more participatory alternative could in principle easily be outweighed by the greater absolute competence and/or economy of time and effort offered by another, less participatory alternative.
The issue can be put more easily, perhaps, by confronting more directly, as Dahl does, the issue of inclusiveness. Even if a polity or social organization is "procedurally democratic" in relation to its own demos, it is still necessary to determine how inclusively membership in the demos should be distributed (as well as the related issue of the appropriate scope of the agenda Dahl rejects the possibility and desirability of citizenship as a categorical right to all persons subject to a government-the example of children being alone sufficient to disqualify this absolutist position-in favor of the view that citizenship must unavoidably, to some degree, be contingent upon considerations of competence. But if citizenship is indeed a contingent right, resting upon contestable judgments of competence, then "the boundaries between democracy on one side and meritocracy on the other become fuzzy and indeterminate." 47 Dahl seeks to minimize this indeterminacy by formulating the strongest (most democratic) criterion of inclusiveness, compatible with competence, for use in such conditional judgments. This criterion should (a) insure equal consideration of the interest of all members (including those excluded from citizenship in the demos) and should (b) assume the burden of proof in demonstrating that a given individual or group (for example, children) is not as qualified as other members of the association to judge their own best interests.48 Applying these principles, we arrive at the following extremely strong "criterion of inclusiveness": "the demos must include all adult members of the association except transients." 49 In offering this strong criterion of inclusiveness, Dahl explicitly, and appropriately, invokes John Stuart Mill's protective rationale for democratic representation: "in the absence of its natural defenders, the interest of the excluded is always in danger of being overlooked." 50 Enlightened despotism, or "meritocracy," might in principle perform the protective or instrumental purposes of participation more competently and economically than democracy itself. But it would still remain an intrinsically defective theoretical ideal; for it crucially overlooks the "enlightened understanding," the rational and moral self-development, that flows from the democratic participation of homo politicus.
Dahl's own explicitly formulated criteria for authority would, by contrast to Mill's, seem clearly to suggest an unambiguous endorsement, in [concerning] the possibilities of collective moral responsibility and growth in good political order. If a good political order requires that the demos must in no circumstance have the opportunity to do wrong... then the demos and its representatives would have to be restrained by guardians of superior knowledge and virtue. If the best political order is one in which the members individually and collectively gain maturity and responsibility by confronting moral choice, then they must have the opportunity to act autonomously. Persons under guardianship who are deprived of all opportunity for autonomous action cannot be responsible for their conduct; nor can they be expected to develop a sense of moral responsibility. But individual autonomy necessarily includes the opportunity to err as well as to act rightly. So with people. To the extent that a people is deprived of the opportunity to act autonomously and is governed by guardians, it is less likely to develop a sense of responsibility for its collective actions.54
Mill could not have said it better. Nor, indeed, would Mill-or even Marx-have disavowed Dahl's almost utopian belief that, with the possible future extension of such opportunities for autonomy and responsible choice, "we cannot say what vast transformations human consciousness may undergo." 55 Further clarification of both the underlying point or purpose of these expanded participatory opportunities and the precise character of this envisaged transformation of consciousness will, we hope, be Dahl's first order of business as his thought develops.
IV. Conclusion
Dahl's theory of polyarchal (now procedural) democracy in important respects remains to be completed. On at least one crucial point-the underlying justification for expanded participatory democracy, and with it enhanced "enlightened understanding," in economic and political life -there persist theoretically important tensions and ambiguities that re- Hopkins University Press, 1979) . Just as Fishkin argues that all major forms of social and political theory-whether based on "procedural" principles, "absolute rights" principles, or "structural" principles-could in principle permit(malevolent) forms of "simple tyranny," so do I claim that Dahl's criteria for authority could in principle legitimate paternalistic forms of benevolent and enlightened despotism. This is obviously a far less crippling criticism; however, Dahl should clarify his position.
